City of BHarrisonburg, Wirginia
Planning Commission Meeting

January 11, 2012
7:00 p.m.

Regular Meeting
409 South Main Street

1) Call to order, roll call, determination of quorum, and review/approval of minutes from the
December 14, 2011 regular meeting.

2) New Business

Zoning Ordinance Amendments — Parking Lot Landscaping Ordinance

Public hearing to consider a request to modify several sections of the Zoning Ordinance. The
amendments include: adding new parking lot landscaping regulations within Article G that would
require, among other things, landscaping borders, landscaping islands, required vegetation planting,
and landscaping plan submittals; to amend Section 10-3-11 to require the completion of, or the
posting of an approved surety for, all required improvements prior to receiving a certificate of
occupaney; to amend Section 10-3-17 to add a new subsection requiring the submission of details in
the comprehensive site plan review that shows how landscaping requirements will be met; to add
several definitions to Section 10-3-24 related to the parking lot landscaping regulations; to remove
subsections within 10-3-25 related to the existing landscaping regulations; to amend Section 10-3-84
(7) to remove the distinction between public and private parking lots and to remove parking garages as
a by-right use; to add a new subsection to Section 10-3-85 to add parking garages as a special use
permit within the B-1 zoning district; and to add new subsections to Sections 10-3-56.3, 10-3-57.3,
and 10-3-58.3 that adds parking lots and parking garages as uses permitted by-right within the R-6, R~
7, and MX-U zoning districts, respectively.

3) Unfinished Business
4) Public Input

5) Report of secretary and committees
Proactive Zoning

6) Other Matters
Zoning Regulations Regarding Telecommunications Facilities

Review of 2011 Annual Reports

7y Adjournment

Staff will be available Monday February 6, 2012 at 4:30 p.m. for those interested in going on a field trip
to view the sites for the February 8, 2012 agenda.




MINUTES OF HARRISONBURG PLANNING COMMISSION
December 14, 2011

The Harrisonburg Planning Commission held its regular meeting on Wednesday, December 14,
2011, at 7:00 p.m, in the City Council Chambers, 409 South Main Street.

Members present: Charles Chenault, Judith Dilts, MuAwia Da’Mes, Alan Finks,

eb Fitzgerald,
Bill Jones and Henry Way. '

Members absent: None.

Also present: Stacy Turner, Director of Planning and Community Develo men % ',

attendance, He then asked if there were any corrections, comin
minutes from the November 9, 2011 Planning Commissig i

Mrs, Fitzgerald seconded the motion.

Commissioner Finks and Chairman Jones abstained from voti cause they were not in
attendance at the November 9™ meeting,

All voted in favor of approving the mi

New Business

(e

ingand proposed % b d use areas. These areas are intended to
idential uses in planned neighborhoods where the different uses are
“Thesé ar s;zi*?e prime candidates for “live-work” and traditional
ive-work developments combine residential and office/service uses
d work in the same atea, which could be combined in the same
The gif¥s residential density in areas outside downtown should not
units pegacre, though all types of residential units are permitted: single
detached, singlé\{; mily aftached and apariments. Apartments are permitted only if single

etached and/or 1 ached units are also provided and together cover a greater percentage of

ZLal densities in downtown may be higher than an average of 15 units per

fsés would be expected to have an intensity equivalent to a Floor Area Ratio
hodsh the City does not measure commercial intensity in that way.

designation includ
combine residengial<

finely mixed instead ofi
opme

acre, and
of at least 0.

The following Ignd uses are located on and adjacent to the property:

R

Site: Lot comprising a 20,000 +/- square foot vacant building and an additional undeveloped
parcel, zoned M-1

Notth: Vacuum repair shop fronting West Wolfe Street, zoned M-1
East: Across Norfolk Southern rail line, commercial uses, zoned B-1

South: Across West Elizabeth Street, parking lots, zoned M-1
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West: Parking lot, zoned M-1

The Fairfield Center is requesting to rezone two lots comprising of roughly 35,500 square feet
of lot area from the M-1, General Industrial District to B-1C, Central Business District
conditional. The properties are located along West Elizabeth Street, adjacent to the Norfolk
Southern rail line. The larger lot includes an approximate 20,000 square foot bu?l@g,
addressed as 136 West Elizabeth Street, most recently used as storage and preyi "ﬁ}y’sfl%fige
Jocation of the Coin and Gift Shop. At one time, the building housed the \??Iff

PR 9
Tér Feed®
k

/ﬁc%%’?’w

Seed Company business. Although Blacks Run is nearby, this property igfo
the floodplain.

building to provide a location where non-profit, and for profit, _,-gam%%?tlon and busines
could share space including meeting rooms, conference spacgpand I'Vé'i‘f"eption areas. It is the

By-right, the B-1 zoning district has no parking requirgments, no Setback regulations, and
maximum height allowances of up to 75 feet in height. As'the applieanhwas requesting a
rezoning for two lots which could be sold separately, stalf w y concerned about how a
rezoning could impact the City’s downtown, especially downto ,_;,;parkini% mands. If these
parcels were zoned B-1, multi-use, multi-story buildings could bgéi-ggte 44 éh no
consideration to onsite parking, relyir;g/ élﬁp&éﬂi’fking IeSOUrces.
Knowing that the City already has linfitedp gtwant to place further
strain on that issue.

staff did n

-

ed theydiad already met with

tic Resourdes to begin their process in

'“%gfhagilitation to help offset the cost of the
sarndtiey were preserving the historic

constraints, a concern for aimost any rezoning in the City’s
ict, and that rezoning property to B-1 without consideration
Gifficult position, potentially leaving the burden of

ing of staff’s parking concern and in explaining how they already intended to provide
onthe planned prganizations knowing the importance of having nearby parking for

their busines ¢, the applicant submitted the following proffer:

e of tax map parcel 35-S-19 will be limited to patking.

With the submitted proffer, if approved, the zoning of these properties would restrict the use of the
undeveloped parcel to only parking, but all permitted uses within the B-1 district could operate
within the existing building (on tax map 35-S-6). It should be clearly understood that the rendered
drawings and proposed arrangement of the building and parking lot are not proffered. Essentially,
these documents demonstrate only the feasibility of having such a layout.
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As noted above, the recently adopted Comprehensive Plan now designates both of these properties
as Mixed Use Development Areas (MUDA) (the previous Comprehensive Plan designated the lot
with the building as MUDA but the undeveloped lot was designated Neighborhood Residential),
Generally, the MUDA Land Use Guide designation most closely resembles the characteristics of the
B-1 zoning district. Having such a designation, however, does not automatically niean that all

i’oposed rezoning preservesd
-aditional neighborhood
development, where such space is pedestrian fiiendly; ﬁg}rtation options, and focuses

on live-work-type environments.

Mr. Tim Rubeke, Executive Director at the I‘@'rﬁ ] Center we think this is a great project; not
only for our purposes, but for the community ‘{4 “éﬁ/ ral and@he other non-profits that may come to
ings staff’s recommendation in favor of our request. We

have, but first, T would like to give you the

Mr. Tom Domonoske,;\Rresid
ne of the ings that excite us about the property. There isa tablet at
rial Hosp%@i (RMH) that is dedicated to William G. Leake, who passed away in
alkingal ut“g;yli‘im is because he originally built the front, two-thirds of this
e he operafed his building supply and store. He made his living from the
doliyities that took placein his building. Mr. Leake died from blood poisoning due to an injury to
i i1 1908. There Was nowhere for him to receive treatment in the Valley and he had to travel
{ he was told they would need to amputate his leg and he might survive. He
fisonburg and before he passed away he founded RMH by leaving his estate
gspital in Harrisonburg. In his will is a quote, “Well knowing from my own
experience the f af need of the community in which I live, of an institution in which the afflicted
may receive proper care and intention, and be relieved and comforted in their bodily sufferings.”
Because of his actions, others joined together to donate funds and ultimately RMH was constructed.
After Mr. Leake’s death, his building was purchased by the Wampler Feed and Seed Company.

What we would like to do with the Fairfield Center is to bring back the history of this building, and
the service to our community by involving many non-profits who may come into this project as
owners. A permanent place for them in the downtown area where their constituents can come for
services; still fulfilling William G. Leake’s idea of caring for the community. To accomplish this
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we need you to approve our request for the rezoning from M-1, which would allow the
manufacturing of various things, to B-1, which would allow for a building that creates community
space here. If there are any questions, we would be happy to answer them,

Dr. Dilts said I have to admit that T do not know what the Fairfield Center is or does. I meant to
look it up, but did not get the chance.

Mr. Rubeke said the Community Mediation Center, now doing business as the
established in 1982 as a non-profit, with the mission of focusing on conflic :
training. When people are in conflict we help them work it out. We als_/gfg
who want to better handle communication and miscommunication, in ?
have a number of programs geared to helping people to listen better, an

think fits them the best. More than half of our cases come diregtlyftom the: |
very good relationship with the judicial system. The remaindéof ourcases come from pre
clients, word of mouth, and other sources. ' ‘

Dr. Dilts asked if the Fairfield Center was grant suppof

Mr. Rubeke replied we have donations, grants, and some feegpforserv cts. We do fund raising
events. The training we offer is also a revenue generating sourct

Chairman Jones asked if there were any fyrther questions. Hearingd

e

anyone else wishing to speak in favor o
wishing to speak in opposition of the;y
Planning Commission for discussion:

juest. Hearing none, ?; f‘{ 4 if there was anyone
ating none, he clos¢i’the public hearing and asked

Mr. Way said I think this is a very good op

Quraging this “Ei}?

appealing. While we take rezoning as a very

has been abando or as long a
is i enthusiastic to offer a motion to recommend

serious matter, 1 think
approval of this request

Chairman Jones said the next item on the agenda is the Capital Improvement Program (CIP). He
then asked staff for review.

M. Fletcher said staff does not have a formal presentation; however, I would like to make one
clarification regarding a question for Public Works about four projects, numbers 63, 66, 68, and 71,
all of which were sanitation and landfill related items. The question came up as to where do these
projects come from, they seem to have just appeared from nowhere. What has happened was a
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transition in the way the CIP was structured regarding Public Works; there used to be a Sanitation
Fund. In last year’s Sanitation Fund those four projects were listed as page numbers 99, 100, 101,
and 114, respectively, and they are very similar to what is proposed in this year’s CIP, with some
slight fluctuation in potential costs, in the General Fund.

Mis. Turner said Department personnel are here to answer questions. Just remen %t\hese are all
items that are $30,000 or greater and not routine expenditures. This is a budgelii 1, and not part
of the budget; anything that would be funded by the budget would still nee :go through the
normal process. This is a helpful tool in preparation of the budget, to ha averall view of what
might be needed.

Chairman Jones asked if there were questions from Planning Co

these three lights, because we have been attempting
lights out of the traffic pattern if possible?

signals that are determined to be a need due to the traffic volume :

the %@al'y I'Oads and
secondary streets that intersect them at théSeJocations. There is an talugtion that is done to

determine what type of delay there is{?\f
that is in the City. We have been kifown to take sig
for that process too. Warrant studies are based on td
streets entering the intersection, safety conc f ceident frgduency, pedestrian and school bus
traffic are all taken into consideration before ake a recommendation for a signal. Some of
these intersections that ars %ttt may not be warranted now, but based on
epare for it.

icall arrant study, ands
down and the same warrant study is done

NirpBaker said yes, tha’z;ys calledipre-emption for emergency vehicles. All new signals installed

lave he pre-emption sy‘g tem with them and we have been working with the Fire Department on
retrofitting some of the gxi
Mr, Da’Me

Mr. Baker replt
these devices, €

Mr. Da’Mes said I did not see it in the CIP.

Mrs. Turner said it is on page 3, under the Fire Departiment and not Public Works.

/i

ed w%f"”f?would be the timeline to get a majority of the signals done.

Hat depends on how much the Fire Department can help us with the financing of

Mr. Way said T am seeing a few projects about widening roads and puiting in medians within Scuth
Main Street; has there been any discussion about installing landscaping within those medians?
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Mr. Baker said that street widening project is in conjunction with James Madison University (JMU)
and that would be, if constructed, supported by JMU and it would have landscaping within it.

Mr. Da’Mes said I noticed that the annual street paving program is significantly higher in 2014,
what is the reasoning behind that?

Mr. Baker replied we do an annual paving evaluation of all of the streets and cug‘é’g\ ly, we are
lagging behind; we have not had enough money to keep up with the current p Vof 1Sy rfacing
primary streets on a schedule of every ten to twelve years, and residential stieets every tifteen years.
What is happening is, we do our evaluation and we get to a certain year & Y
so the costs jump up. Also you are seeing some streets, such as Southd
wide and they come around in the cycle so often that the costs go

own facilities.

Mr, Baker said we contract out the entire overlay progpal
forces would be small parking lots, alleys, or a very stnall;
staff to do a major overlay project such as the sireets.

” The only paving we do with*our City
oject. We,are not outfitted with our

One of the things we are investigating instead of the conventionalplant mix mill overlay operation,
where we mill off the top two inches of 0}61121)1, is a new type of payel ¢juvenation, With this

you apply a liquid spray to the pavemep s
used in Europe for years. This metlé%df-co

being used next year. .
s about the'lo

Mr. Finks said I have had a number of peopl
where is this site.

Saying it is timeu6-Gonstruct a new jail, or an addition to the old;
Qther optiofis that would be explored for a facility would be
the vacated State pris Wi6otn and the possibility of contracting with
Shenandoah County at t w Regional Jail Facility. The last thing we want to do is have to
expand the the existingsite. Twenty years ago it was a good thing to have the new facility

i 3ve could, cost effectively, eliminate the downtown jail we

gng on at the State level when it comes to the Regional Jail Facility. I have
ding wherte other states are taking their prisoners out of the State facilities and in theory that
could fieep some bedég ace so that the State inmates currently staying in our facility could be

relocated.

Mr. Chenault aske

“if the State was providing any correctional facility construction funding.

Mr. Hodgen said no. That is another issue, even if we needed to expand the jail facility, the
Commonwealth would have to approve it and come up with funding for their share of the facility.
We could determine tomorrow that it is needed, but it may take five years before we see the first
shovel of dirt turned.

Mr. Da’Mes said I saw an expenditure for Community Services.
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Mr. Hodgen said yes, that is another item which floats a year out each time we do the CIP. The
City and County share in the costs of the Health Department, Social Services, and Community
Services Board and all three of those agencies are out of space. Several years ago we went ahead
and put a project in for them; again it is another item that is dependent on State funding support,
which is not likely. The plan for this is to have a facility that puts all three of the agencies under

one roof, at property on North Main Street, cutrently occupied by the Communi S%Y%Ses Board.
They actually have enough space for what we presume would be two, multi-st6 buﬁﬁ@gs, with

parking and would serve all of those agencies. This is another expenditur

bwe hope does not
need to be made in the near future and would again be dependent on so

support.

Mr. Da’Mes said I am trying to understand about Tower 1 being sold a

lease. It just depends on the financial circumstances afl

Tower 1 is a particular piece of equipment that is not'all &
with it. Certainly, with the number and kind of calls that we'h;
piece of equipment.

<

ge Oaks replac% heifl équipment; was the big

Mrs, Fitzgerald said she was curious aboufithe Herita (
an or from the é_éolf Course Committee or

increase in the replacement budget froifr-the Maste
other. This cost is almost doubled. €

Mr. Lee Foerester, Parks and Recreation Dirgg _
with the manufacturer yearly. There is an engihet a ‘§aware is coming down and it may
come this year or next yeargiittier way it wou

CounciPmeeting.

Chairma

Mr. Fletcher Smpleting the work associated with the awarded Virginia Department of
Transportation (VOT) Local Assistance Grant for Urban Development Areas (UDAs), staff is
proposing multiple City Code amendments to align subdivision and zoning regulations with the
City’s Comprehensive Plan. As listed above, there are nine sections of the Subdivision Ordinance
and 20 sections of the Zoning Ordinance that staff is proposing to amend.

nes read the Agenda item and asked staff to discuss.

These amendments would not only fulfilf the requirements of the VDOT grant, but it would
successfully execute several recommended strategies of the Comprehensive Plan, listed within the
UDA section in Chapter 5 (page 5-10). In brief, these recommendations include promoting the
development of mixed residential and mixed-use areas, and to develop a zoning approach to require,
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permit, and/or provide incentives for the development of low density and medium density mixed
residential neighborhoods, live-work neighborhoods, and traditional neighborhood development
(TND).

To be clear, these amendments would not create more regulations or requirements for
developments; rather, they would afford more flexibility for property owners/developers, For many
sections, the amendments simply add language that clarifies or further promotes’ é%ki ments to be
of traditional neighborhood design. The most significant amendment is Wit%i %ﬁe off-stiéet parking
regulations of Article G. That amendment creates more options and flexibi or developments to

share parking.

Although not being reviewed by Planning Commission as it is n
amendments to the Design and Construction Standards Manual

and Zoning Ordinances.

M. Milton Herd said it is nice to be back before you again, I beligve we were here in March and
since that time a lot of work has been done. You have updated younComprghensive Plan and we
have been working with staff on developifigsthese ordinance amen
are ways you might be able to refine ;ép ik ﬁ%nge to create better gpportunities, or reduce snags,
to building developments that are Wﬂﬁ&b% nd peds oriented. "Your ordinance is already very
far along in that effort. You are a City and%%bu hav : @ of urban type development that
Ceniral Business District. We

is accommodated within your ordinances; foiyo

looked at your Mixed Use ict and some of

1 have a shott serie
review with you d% en take any

As previously eluded to idea was to look Tor ways to refine all the land development

; more compact, walkable mixed use environment, Again, it is
.part of the work is part of the VDOT grant, it was not
State Legiﬁ%‘;t,, i, This effort is a follow-on to that legisiation, initiated by
\programyto help localities go one step further, it was not a requirement of the
hirement of the grant program to do something at this point.

Pt

ontinued say, g}g there are two pieces here, the first is proposed amendments to the

“and the other is amendments to the Zoning Ordinance. Within the

_ the first section regarding purpose and intent, we are proposing additional
language that really ties the purposes to the Comprehensive Plan with things like promoting
economic reusé-of funds, protecting environmental quality and specifically mentioning promoting
pedestrian and bicycle friendly streets. You will also notice several housekeeping items throughout
both of these documents; and this second section is one of them. We are changing the term Major
Street Plan to Master Transportation Plan throughout, simply because that is the most current term
that the City is using.

Under Section 10-2-1 we have also added a definition of variance, because that is used throughout
the Subdivision Ordinance and this language is taken almost literally from the State Code. But we

8
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also added language to include the interpretation of the standards when something justifies a
variance in order to achieve the goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan.

Within Article C, Design Standards, there was a housekeeping item to simply call that section
Streets, because it is inclusive of all the things having to do with streets, alleys, easements, blocks,
sidewalks, etc. Additional language was added to allow variances on a case-by-casi basis, by the
City Council when the variance would achieve a more desirable, walkable envir o i, Also under
Design Standards, there is a proposal to delete items that are redundant with
Construction Standards Manual (DCSM).

Mr. Herd continued saying in terms of changes to the Zoning Ordinan
opportunities to increase flexibility; it is a very light change, including s
The first item was to just update the list of zoning districts. A d¢ tion w
facilities so that it could be distinguished from the various types of usek that it could be alf?

that is so you can treat them separately for times when you'a /

pedestrian environment. :

Within Section 10-3-26, regarding parking location, an inte
trying to promote shared parking. One of the potential batri
standards require a permanent easement between the agreeing patt ¢
that could be an impediment for some. Therefore, we suggest modityin Anguage to remove that
easement requirement and added additi figuage that would requiresthat the agreement be
enforced as long as the uses are substgniially the sanies:, We believe thié would be helpful to people
that want to enter into this type of shared patking an nt. We have also created a table that
provides a simple way of calculating potentia lparki
could be done by the Zoning édministrator, -

Soul

saw was that the current
s to shage the parking; I suspect

di victs. In the R-5, High Density Residential, we

ility” to the purpose section of that article. We

imum setback requirement within this district to ten feet. In the R-6,

Planned Community, we added to the purpose section under open
inghuilding facades and/or landscaping elements.” The idea here

itCreating open space that is meaningful and part of the urban

r drainggé areas. Also added within the Purpose section under off-street

*’?"_jllage to minimize the visual impact of off-street parking and garages

l}d screening. Again, these are all purposes, so if you had a rezoning you

ige the proposal.

peation, form,
on these to

We added a ref; 11t to the permitted use and special use lists so that drive-thru is excluded from
uses unless app by a special use permit. Also in R-6, we added language that provides for
amendments to the project master plan by an owner of a single parcel. Anytime you have a planned
development and over time parcels get sold off, it becomes a challenge, sometimes, to create
amendments. Therefore, we prepared language to deal with that and language that clarifies the level
of conformity that you need for the master plan. We are suggesting a five percent variation in
dimensions on the master plan; that way, you have some flexibility from your conceptual plan, but
you cannot be too far off, otherwise it would require a plan amendment. These same type of




Planning Commission
December 14, 2011

changes in the R-6 are proposed for the R-7, Medium Density Mixed Residential Planned
Community.

Mr. Herd continued stating that within the MX-U, Mixed Use Planned Community District, which

is a really good district and has a lot of potential, we did have a few items that we thought might be
advantageous for change. We added language within the putpose regarding open space and visual

impacts in conformity to the master plan. A significant, but not huge, increase ify i
density from fifteen to twenty dwelling units per acte; it gives the district a
and long term support of mixed use areas. We also clarified that the fifteef crgent open space
requirement for the total tract does not have to apply to every parcel. This is m& of an
interpretation that seems very logical, and this statement codifies it. “

o5 tis and changes; but we
of us working closely with staff
ht be impediments, based upon

ny questions or

That is basically it, as you can see these are relatively
believe they would be helpful to you. These have been the
and combing through the ordinances and looking for snags that Ir

our fresh reading of the regulations and staﬁi experience on it. If yoh
.)%gl

visual impact of parking and how some of t
those changes in line with our plans for the pat

le ore encouraging language and not requiring those

Janguage is M
parking to go sehind, buildings or to be landscaped.

e

sed parking lot landscaping ordinances.

7

magl gtothe parkitigildcation and shared parking arrangements has me
ny studies regarding parking in Harrisonburg and total potentia
mber of spaces currently available in the UDA area of downtown

wondering if there has be

and-and actual

%t tell yoi,exactly what the study was, but there was a study for the

itown area and parkihg demand. Ido not believe it included all of the UDA area; it was more
" hared parking table that is proposed in the changes does open up
ses; but, for the B-1, it is a bit different. There are no parking regulations
ingiand private agreements may already be occurring. In a B-2, area it provides

the opportunitys cet the requirement that previously could not be met.

Mr. Way asked'f the current sense was that there is a parking shortage downtown,

Mis. Turner replied yes. There was a parking study done by Harrisonburg Downtown Renaissance
within the past two years. They looked at peak demand and what was the usage during peak
demand and there was overall consensus that we probably need additional parking in the downtown
area. They had some theory based upon the center of town and how far people are willing to walk.
They did not provide any hard suggestions as to how many spaces are needed and by what date.
We can probably locate a copy of this study and provide it to you.

10
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M. Herd said if you have a dense, vibrant mixed use downtown I think you probably have fewer
opportunities for benefitting from shared parking. What the shared parking does is allow you to
make the most efficient use of the parking you have so that you do not have vacant parking, even at
peak hours. If you have a lot of activity in a small area you are probably going to use every bit of
parking. But in theory, having the shared parking available as a tool should allow you over time to
use whatever you have most efficiently. ~

Mr. Fletcher said to give you a small scale example of shared parking, considér'the old " Whetsel
Seed building where Union Station is. During the day the restaurant is nofneeg ily that busy, but
the parking is filled by the four, or so, businesses that occupy that comy ex. In thelgvening it turns
over; the businesses close and the restaurant business picks up.

Mr. Fletcher said if we are ready to move on from parking I would<ike :
M. Herd brought up tonight — the five percent flexibility in pfaster plahned communities. Tjt
want fo reiterate the importance of this change. We have aféady witnessed this with ong6f
planned communities, Brookside Park. That communit§ Has beengn for minor changes ?0 that plan
and our ordinance does not provide us the authority to '
hope this language will give us the flexibility to do so.

Mr. Fletcher replied the five percent is 1g
shows a ten-foot setback for buildingsAi

change.

Mr. Herd said over ti intg;é}pretation and sort of begin to define it by

Zhe

0 keep a good record of those interpretations,

,\gman Jones said tt
thance amendment

Mrs. Fitzgeral 0 to approve both the Subdivision Ordinance amendments and the Zoning
Ordinance amefidiments.

Mr. Way seconded the motion.
Chairman Jones called for a voice vote on the motion.

All voted in favor (7-0) of recommending approval of the amendments to the Subdivision
Ordinance and the Zoning Ordinance,

Chairman Jones said this will move forward to City Council on January 10, 2012.

il
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Unfinished Business

. None.

Public Input
None.

Report of seeretary and committees

Mrs. Banks said proactive zoning inspectors visited the Preston Heights aréaofithe City this month
where they found one violation. That violation was an accessory strucis n the front yard,
which is illegal; as well there was no building permit for the structure. “Next mont v@éling

inspectors will be in the Wyndam Woods area, which also beging.the fourtiyound of thesthree year

proactive zoning cycle.

s, 1 want to extend a thank yo@ito the
f the open sewer line trenchHat was in
it was Wayne who acted on

Chairman Jones said while we are on the subject of violati
staff personnel in Community Development that took ca
my neighborhood. It had been open for quite some tifii¢
the complaint to ensure that it was filled; I certainly appreciate, if

Mr. Finks said once again I have been accosted by a number of'cify residents regarding the number
sections of the City. 1 iffto pass along that
s on, but I did get

people are griping and complaining ag}i 1 '
peppered with it because I was supposed ithe answets, Al
pfrabout it y[ﬁess they care to call our office and
estions ({f a property owner. Many times people
/n the street from me,” we do not have a regulation
] /8,m&y have a regulation that does not allow six of
“ t; but, we ne have the information as to why someone feels
ars _arke_d,.{ ere every morning with frost on the windows,

the six students £r¢ thére — are t
have you spoken to one'gf

B recall corge ‘ly we discussed this type of situation about two years ago and
%%two irfdicators to help verify occupancy. One was water usage and the
ol

2

refuse collectio
; i, only one person had contacted Mr. Finks he said, I just did not have the
sbut now 1 feel I can just tell him to contact your office.

Mr. Chenault saidd7just wanted to give a quick update from Council last night. The special use
permit for the VMRC fence, the fitness center on Red Oak Street, and the communications tower on
Reservoir Street were all approved.  We were asked if we would proceed to consider developing
some type of separate cell tower ordinance and take it out of the zoning process. I told City Council
that we had discussed that and we would probably go in that direction. I learned a lot last night; I
felt the person that was presenting the request was much more knowledgeable about these issues
than the gentleman at Planning Commission. It was rather obvious that with the development of the
4G technology and so forth, the weight of the transmitters that are going on these towers are
becoming extremely heavy and prohibits co-location on buildings and certain other locations.
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planning Commission
December 14, 2011

There are going to be more of this type of request coming before us, rather than less and we need to
perhaps take a look at our ordinances.

Mr. Fletcher said in knowing that this request to look into a separate ordinance was coming, staff
discussed preparing a report regarding our current communication tower regulations, to help clarify
any confusion you may have about how telecommunications towers currently operfite in existing
zoning classifications. What staff will strive to do is provide you with a brief reportl ?ﬁ%%explains
what zoning districts allow such, how it is allowed, and so on. Then we candiscuss how we may
want to move forward.

Chairman Jones said would you please provide a map showing all curt
Mr. Fletcher said I think we can accommodate that as well.

Mrs. Turner said we can provide a map showing locations that.
have approved, but we do not have a data base that woul How us to locate all towers
locations installed by right.

. . ,\;?:.‘EY 5
Mr. Chenault said T would like to see how other localities,
communication towers and co-locations.

that is very technological, which I feel as a layman

ke to know how the technological dimension

find out about these things, what we would not be able to do is
1e expertise anghtechnolo hind that type of structure, but we will do what we can. We
u a reort regarding communication towers within the current zoning
inue to work towards researching the other information.

by saying we had no applications turned in for next month, which actually

‘ I¢because we are bringing forward the parking lot landscaping material.
However, we ato,gding to meet one more time with some internal, departmental staff to review it
tany last minute kinks. As long as this meeting goes well, it should be advertised
for public hearitig for the January 11, 2012 meeting.

Other Matters
Election of Officers

Chairman Jones said the floor is open for nomination of officers for 2012.

Mr. Finks nominated Bill Jones for Chairman.
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Ptanning Commission
December 14, 2011

Mrs. Fitzgerald seconded.
Mr. Jones accepted the nomination.

There were no further nominations and all members voted in favor of Bill Jones serving as
Chairman of the Planning Commission for 2012,

Chairman Jones asked if there were any nominations for Vice Chair.
Mr. Finks nominated Deb Fitzgerald for Vice Chair,
Mr, Da’Mes seconded.

Mirs. Fitzgerald accepted the nomination.

There were no further nominations and all members voted in fay

#Deb Fitzgerald seiving
Vice Chair of the Planning Commission for 2012. -

Chairman Jones said for the office of secretary, which isiSually a default position, but s ill needs a
nontination.

Mr. Da’Mes nominated Alison Banks for the office of secrét
Mr, Finks seconded.

Dr. Dilts moved that all nominations be glo:

All members voted in favor of Alisg s.secretary of the Planning Commission for

2012,

Adjournment
The meeting was adjourned
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Gity of Barrisonburg, Wirginia

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

STAFF REPORT
January 11, 2012

Proposed Parking Lot Landscaping Ordinance and Related Ordinance Amendments

Staff is proposing new parking lot landscaping regulations be inserted in Article G of the Zoning
Ordinance. In addition to these regulations, staff is also proposing other related Zoning
Ordinance amendments should the landscaping regulations be accepted. Associated with the
proposed landscaping ordinance language, staff designed two CAD (Computer Aided Design)
drawings demonstrating example scenarios for most of the proposed requirements. If the parking
lot landscaping regulations are approved, these drawings (as mentioned in the proposed
ordinance) would be inserted into the Design and Construction Standards Manual (DCSM),
where appropriate.

The proposed language includes regulations that Planning staff, from time to time, has worked
on for several years. It was not until after the 2011 Comprehensive Plan was adopted that staff
worked to bring it forward for adoption. The concept of adopting landscaping requirements has
been part of the City’s Comprehensive Plan for many years. A strategy in achieving that concept
is now listed on the Plan’s Priority Implementation Strategies for the First Five Years: The 2011
— 2016 Action Plan; specifically, Strategy 8.4.5 stating “to consider adding street tree planting
and other landscape requirements for new development and redevelopment in the City’s land use
codes.”

The proposed ordinance has been reviewed by all relevant City departments; the Harrisonburg
Electric Commission (HEC); the City’s Downtown Landscape Committee (made up of a
landscape architect, landscape designers, and others); and the Execcutive Officer of the
Shenandoah Valley Builders Association (SVBA), who then made it available to SVBA
members and its Board. Staff made changes to the proposed ordinance afler considering the
comments and suggestions offered by the above groups. One change in patticular, included
reducing the required landscaping island sizes from 162 square feet for single loaded parking
bays and 324 square feet for double loaded parking bays to 140 square feet and 280 square feet,
respectively; a 15.7 percent reduction in size to what staff was originally proposing.

The proposed ordinance was written to build on the current regulations requiring landscaping of
at least 15 percent of the area to be used for parking and maneuvering. The base requirement of
15 percent has not been increased but further provides requirements for ensuring that
developments and properties are developing in a way that is consistent with the guidelines of the
City’s Comprehensive Plan. With the additional requirements, depending upon site
characteristics, properties would most likely provide more than 15 percent landscaping areas.
The main difference being the proposed regulations would require vegetation to be planted.

The proposed amendments would affect the following sections of the Zoning Ordinance:
Certificate of Occupancy (10-3-11), Comprehensive Site Plan Review (10-3-17), Definitions




(10-3-24), Off-Street Parking Regulations (10-3-25), Parking Lot Landscaping (proposed 10-3-
30.1), B-1 Uses Permitted By Right (10-3-84), B-1 Uses Permitted By Special Use Permit (10-3-
85), R-6 Uses Permitted By Right (10-3-56.3), R-7 Uses Permitted By Right (10-3-57.3), and
MX-U Uses Permitted By Right (10-3-58.3).

With regard to the Certificate of Occupancy section, staff is proposing to add a new subsection
stating: Prior fo submitting a request for a certificate of occupancy, the owner or developer
shall have completed, or posted an approved surety for, all required improvements included on
the approved comprehensive site plan, building permit, or revisions therefo. This amendment
would not only ensure that propetties are developing in compliance with the proposed parking lot
landscaping regulations, but it would apply to all required improvements as approved on
comprehensive site plans and/or associated building permits and any of their revisions.

The amendment within the Comprehensive Site Plan Review section would simply add the
requirement to show all details for meeting the requirements of the parking lot landscaping
ordinance among the list of all of the other items that must be illustrated on the engineered
drawings,

Section 10-3-24 is the Definitions section of the Zoning Ordinance, to which staff is proposing to
add 10 terms related to the parking lot landscaping otdinance. The terms include: caliper;
deciduous shrub; deciduous tree, large; deciduous tree, small/ornamental; evergreen shrub;
evergreen tree; landscaping; landscaping island; outdoor display area; and parking bay.
Currently, the Zoning Ordinance does not define “landscaping.” The proposed definition
stipulates that landscaping must be living vegetation and that mulch and/or stone alone would not
meet this definition. Other noteworthy definitions include: “caliper,” which describes where and
how to measure different types of trees’ caliper, or diameter of a tree truck in inches; and,
“deciduous tree, large” and “deciduous tree, small/ornamental,” defining the size of such trees
when planted.

The amendments within the Off-Street Parking Regulations (Section 10-3-25), which is the
location of the current landscaping requirements, is to remove the existing regulations and to re-
number the remaining subsections appropriately. In eliminating those regulations, the proposal is
to add a new Section 10-3-30.1 titled, Parking Lot Landscaping,

As noted above, the proposed regulations build on the existing requirements maintaining that all
parking lots shall include landscaping areas equal to at least 15 percent of the total area to be
used for parking. In addition, this ordinance would retain counting only landscaping within the
parking lot and/or within a 30-foot perimeter of the parking lot toward meeting the 15 percent
requirement and would also not permit counting landscaping immediately adjacent (within five
feet) to a principle building or the newly required landscaping border adjacent to public street
right-of-ways (ROWs).

Although this ordinance is requiring a 10-foot landscaping border, separating all parking lots
from public street ROWs is not an entirely new regulation for the City. Currently, the
landscaping regulations state, “parking spaces shall be separated from all right-of-way lines and
propetty lines by a landscaped border not less than ten (10) feet in width...” This section
continues stating that landscaped borders may be substituted by “appropriate visual elements
such as walls or fencing...” The proposed ordinance would now require the 10-foot landscaping
border along public street ROWSs, but it would retain the allowance to substitute the landscaping




border along side and rear property lines by a wall or fence, and although not currently specified,
the new requirements would stipulate wails or fences to be at least three feet in height.

A new requirement includes tree planting within the required landscaping border. The required
number of trees is determined by the type and size of tree they would like to plant, Large
deciduous trees would be planted for every 40 linear feet of parking lot street frontage, or
fraction thereof, and small/ornamental and evergreen trees would be planted for every 25 linear
feet of frontage, or fraction thereof. Evergreen tree planting would be restricted to not exceed 30
percent of the number of trees planted within the border. Owners/developers would have the
choice of tree type and size along with the flexibility of choosing where (with some stipulations
as noted below) to plant trees within the border.

Another regulation within the proposed ordinance, again not an entirely new concept for the
City, is the requirement to provide landscaping islands per a particular number of parking spaces.
Currently the landscaping regulations within 10-3-25 (4), defining requirements specifically for
landscaping for shopping center parking lots, specifies “until the fifteen (15) percent requirement
is met, rows of parking spaces shall be divided at intervals of from eight (8) to twelve (12)
parking spaces by a landscaped area at least five (5) fect in length.” Most developments meet the
current 15 percent requirement without having to install this internal landscaping. The proposed
ordinance would require landscaping islands to be instatled so that parking bays shall not have
more than 12 parking spaces in a row without having a landscaped area. A new, but similar,
regulation requires each terminus of a parking bay to supply a landscaping island. Each required
landscaping island as described in this paragraph shall provide at least one tree and three shrubs.
Owners/developers would have the choice of type, size, and location within the islands, but again
would be restricted from planting more than 50 percent of required trees as evergreen.

Parking lots with more than one internal parking bay shall provide a landscaping island,
stretching the entire length of every other parking bay at a minimum width of nine feet. Trees
must be planted within these landscaping areas equivalent to the proportions and allowances for
the required landscaping borders adjacent to public sireet ROWs.

With regard to parking garages, although they are a structure, the existing “parking lot”
definition, also considers them to be a parking lot and thus would be required to meet the
proposed parking lot landscaping requirements. Recognizing the difficulty and unrealistic
expeetations for a parking garage to meet all of the proposed requirements, staff prepared an
exception specifically for parking garages. The exception states that all parking garages, except
those constructed within the B-1, Central Business District, would have their own regulations.
Rather than meeting a 15 percent landscaping requirement based upon the total area to be used
for parking and maneuvering, parking garages would have to provide at least 15 percent
landscaping based upon the total floorplate of the structure—the horizontal land area occupied
by the building. Parking garages would also be exempt from having to provide any landscaping
islands and the associated tree and shrubbery planting. These structures would be required to
plant trees adjacent to the public street ROW. Parcels with parking garages would proportion the
required tree planting based upon the entire lot frontage rather than parking lot frontage along a
public street ROW. The proposal excludes parking garages built within the B-1 zoning district
because of that district’s unique characteristics of having no setback regulations. Among the
other Zoning Ordinance changes as described herein, staff is proposing to eliminate parking
garages as a by-right use in the B-1 zoning district and to place it into the special use permit




category to not only allow for coordination of appropriate landscaping, but also to permit more
input relative to their impact on downtown streets. Surface parking lots would remain a use
permitted by-right.

At the same time, staff is proposing to add parking garages to the R-6, R-7, and MX-U uses
permitted by-right categories. Since those disiricts have mixed use opportunitics, parking garages
in those districts could be beneficial. As a plan of development is required with a rezoning
application for these districts, impact on the public street can be reviewed at that time.

Other proposed regulations would include: owners/developers ensuring they are not impeding
the sight distance standards of the DCSM, replacing dead or missing vegetation with like or
similar vegetation within one calendar year, and abiding by the restriction that vehicle parking
and/or the display of goods would be prohibited in landscaping islands and borders.

Recognizing that the required landscaping border separating parking lots from public street
ROWs could ovetlap with general utility easements located in the same area, tree planting would
still be required. Currently, planting within easements is not prohibited, but the City has the
authority to remove any vegetation necessary to access, install, or maintain their infrastruciure,
Aside from replacing grass within these areas, the City is not responsible for replanting any other
vegetation (i.e. trees, shrubbery, etc.),

The Public Utilities Department rarely uses general utility easements as water and sewer lines are
typically located in the public street right-of-way and/or within public water and/or sewer
casements exclusively for their infrastructure. These easements are typically granted/dedicated
during site design and development when engineers are determining where water and sewer lines
should be located. Often, water and sewer infrastructure is located under private pavement (ie.
streets, parking lots, etc.). Acknowledging, however, there could be times when public water and
sewer lines could be located in required planting areas, whether they are overlapping required
landscaping borders or required landscaping islands (as described below), the Public Utilities
Department did not want to promote planting trees, and other deep rooted vegetation, within their
casements. Thus, in coordination with the Public Utilities Department, staff included in the
ordinance that required trees, and other deep rooted vegetation, shall not be planted within public
water and/or sewer easements. In particular circumstances where no other area within the
required location can accommodate the required planting, property owners/developers may ask
for a waiver from such requirements from the Zoning Administrator.

The Harrisonburg Electric Commission (HEC) did not have issue with required tree planting in
areas that could overlap casements they utilize and noted they are in support of the proposed
ordinance. Most of HEC’s infrastructure is installed underground before landscaping is planted,
and they typically do not have issues with root systems affecting their infrastructure. Staff also
discussed the issue that landscaping that could be required underneath overhead utility lines.
HEC generally was not concerned with the potential conflict with overhead facilities as such
issues could be flagged during the site plan review and tree planting locations within the required
areas could be coordinated to remove or reduce conflicts.

All infringements related to this ordinance would be handled the same way as existing zoning
violations. After initial compliance is confirmed, subsequent violations will primarily be found
by investigation upon complaint. If violations are found, staff would send property owners a




certified notification informing them they would have 30 days to correct their violation, and if
necessaty, property owners would be taken to court to rectify the issue.

With regard to issues of non-conformance, the proposed ordinance specifies that an existing
landscaping parking lot that is non-conforming to the minimum standards of the new regulations
may be enlarged, but would be required to provide landscaping proportionate to any enlargement
of the parking lot. For example, if a shopping center added additional square footage to their
building requiring 24 additional parking spaces, and the owner/developer arranges those parking
spaces as one, double loaded parking bay, then the parking bay must have at minimum a 280
square foot landscaping island at the terminus of each end with the required plantings. If the
landscaped area of the required islands does not add up to 15 percent of the additional area used
for parking, then somewhere on the property additional landscaping would have to be installed to
meet the minimum standard. Tn addition, if in this example the property had an existing
landscaping border adjacent to the public street ROW that was at least five feet in width, then the
property owner would have to install trees within this border for the entire parking lot street
frontage. Such trees would have to be planted meeting the same requirements and allowances of
newly constructed, required landscaping borders,

Approving the proposed parking lot landscaping ordinance will add cost to developing in the
City. Large developments with large parking lots would probably be affected the most, not only
in cost to install all of the required landscaping, but also in the cost to build as more propeity
would be needed to construct the development. Recognizing the above, it is very difficult to
quantify and characterize the negative impacts this ordinance could have on development in the
City. Regardless of negative impacts, staff believes the positive impacts outweigh the negative.

Adopting the proposed parking lot landscaping ordinance would help achieve two of the
Comprehensive Plan’s land use goals and one of their associated objectives (Table 1).

Table 1: Comprehensive Plan Goals, Objectives, and Strategies Associated with
Implementing New Parking Lot Landscaping Regulations

Potential Implementing

Goal Objective Strategy

Strategy 1.1.2 - To develop a set
of design guidelines for new
development and redevelopment
based on these design elements.
Goal 1 — To improve the | Objective 1.1 - To improve Sud_l design guzdehnes. n‘ught-
. g address such  matters  as:

quality and compatibility | development and redevelopment . .
. AN Jandscaping, preservation of

of land use and that reinforces the City’s unique TR
_ green space, preservation of

development. character and sense of place.

historic resources, placement of
buildings and parking lots,
building bulk and height, how
buildings address the street,
signage, and lighting.

Goal 8 — To preserve and | Objective 8.4 — To preserve and | Strategy 8.4.5 — To consider
enhance the City’s natural | expand green spaces and tree | adding street tree planting and
resources and encourage | planting in the City. other landscape requirements for




development that is new development and
compatible with nature. redevelopment in the City’s land
use codes.

Staff recommends amending the Zoning Ordinance by modifying Section 10-3-11 Certificate of
Occupancy, Section 10-3-17 Comprehensive Site Plan Review, Section 10-3-24 Definitions,
Section 10-3-25 Off-Street Parking Regulations, adding Section 10-3-30.1 Parking Lot
Landscaping, modifying Section 10-3-84 Uses Permitted By Right of the B-1 district, modifying
Section 10-3-85 Uses Permitted By Special Use Permit of the B-1 district, and modifying
Sections 10-3-56.3, 57.3, and 58.3 Uses Permitted By Right sections of the R-6, R-7, and MX-U
districts, respectively.
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ORDINANCE AMENDING AND RE-ENACTING SECTION
10-3-11
OF THE
CODE OF ORDINANCES
CITY OF HARRISONBURG, VIRGINIA

Be it ordained by the Council of the City of
Harrisonburg, Virginia:
That Section 10-3-11 be amended as follows:
Section 10-3-11. Certificate of Occupancy.
Add subsection (¢) as shown:
(¢) Prior to submitting a request for a certificate of occupancy, the owner or developer
shall have completed, or posted an approved surety for, all required improvements

included on the approved comprehensive site plan, building permit, or revisions
thereto.

The remainder of Section 10-3-11 is reaffirmed and reenacted in its entirety,
except as hereby modified.

This ordinance shall be effective from the day of , 2012,
Adopted and approved this day of , 2012,
MAYOR
ATTESTE:

CLERK OF THE COUNCIL
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ORDINANCE AMENDING AND RE-ENACTING SECTION
10-3-17
OF THE
CODE OF ORDINANCES
CITY OF HARRISONBURG, VIRGINIA

Be it ordained by the Council of the City of
Harrisonburg, Virginia:
That Section 10-3-17 (¢) be amended as follows:
Section 10-3-17. Comprehensive Site Plan Review
Add Subsection (c) by adding (9) as shown:

(9) Al details for meeting requirements of Section _(inserf approved section number).

The remainder of Section 10-3-17 is reaffirmed and reenacted in its entirety,
except as hereby modified.

This ordinance shall be effective from the day of , 2012,
Adopted and approved this day of , 2012.
MAYOR

ATTESTE:

CLERK OF THE COUNCIL
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ORDINANCE AMENDING AND RE-ENACTING SECTION
10-3-24
OF THE
CODE OF ORDINANCES
CITY OF HARRISONBURG, VIRGINIA

Be it ordained by the Council of the City of
Harrisonburg, Virginia:
That Section 10-3-24 be amended as follows:
Section 10-3-24, Definitions,
Add the following definitions:

Caliper: The diameter of a tree trunk measured in inches. At planiing, the caliper shall be
measured at six (6) inches above the ground for trees expected to be four (4) inch caliper
size and below at maturity, and twelve (12) inches above the ground for trees expected to
be larger than four (4) inches in caliper at maturity.

Deciduous Shrub: A low woody plant usually having multiple stems or branches that
loses its foliage at the end of the growing season.

Deciduous Tree, Large: A tree that loses its foliage at the end of the growing season,
which at maturity exceeds four (4) inches in caliper. When planted, these trees shall be at
least two (2) inches in caliper and be a minimum of ten (10) feet in height. Multi-stem
trees shall also be a minimum of ten (10) feet in height.

Deciduous Tree, Small/Ornamental: A tree that loses its foliage at the end of the growing
season, which at maturity is (4) inches or less in caliper. When planted, these trees shall
be at least one (1) inch in caliper and be a minimum of six (6) feet in height. Multi-stem
trees shall also be a minimum of six (6) feet in height.

Evergreen Shrub: A low woody plant usually having multiple stems or branches and
keeping its foliage all year.

Evergreen Tree: A tree that does not shed its foliage annually. When planted, these trees
shall be at least six feet in height.
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Landscaping: Living vegetation primarily used to enhance property aesthetics, values,
and/or to improve environmental conditions. Landscaping may include grasses,
shrubbery, trees, and other vegetation. Mulch and/or stone shall be used only for the
enhancement of vegetation. The use of mulch and/or stone alone is not considered
landscaping.

Landscaping Island: An area that includes landscaping, within a parking lot, not used for
parking, maneuvering, loading, travelways, or pedestrian ways.

Outdoor Display Area: An area generally considered accessible to the public that utilizes
parking spaces or paved and/or graveled areas to display goods for sale, rental, or lease,
except those areas counted as part of the gross floor area for purposes of calculating
required parking. Goods include but are not limited to vehicles, recreation equipment,
trailer sales, heavy equipment, manufactured homes, industrialized buildings, agricultural
equipment, yard and landscaping equipment, and other similar products.

Parking Bay: Multiple parking spaces arranged in single or double loaded rows.

The remainder of Section 10-3-24 is reaffirmed and reenacted in its entirety,
except as hereby modified.

This ordinance shall be effective from the day of , 2012,
Adopted and approved this day of , 2012,
MAYOR
ATTESTE:

CLERK OF THE COUNCIL
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ORDINANCE AMENDING AND RE-ENACTING SECTION
10-3-25
OF THE
CODE OF ORDINANCES
CITY OF HARRISONBURG, VIRGINIA

Be it ordained by the Council of the City of
Harrisonburg, Virginia:
That Section 10-3-25 be amended as follows:

Section 10-3-25. Off-Street Parking Regulations

Remove subsection (3) and (4) and appropriately renumber the remaining
subsections.

The remainder of Section 10-3-25 is reaffirmed and reenacted in its entirety,
except as hereby modified.




Draft

This ordinance shall be effective from the day of
Adopted and approved this day of , 2012,
MAYOR
ATTESTE:

CLERK OF THE COUNCIL

, 2012,
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ORDINANCE ADDING SECTION
10-3-30.1
OF THE
CODE OF ORDINANCES
CITY OF HARRISONBURG, VIRGINIA

Be it ordained by the Council of the City of
Harrisonburg, Virginia:

That Section 10-3-30.1 be added as follows:

Sec. 10-3-30.1 Parking Lot Landscaping.

‘This section is applicable to all uses, except single family detached and duplex dwelling
units. Reference the Design and Construction Standards Manual Example Parking Lot
Landscaping drawings (insert drawing number and inserf drawing number).

(a)

(b)

Parking lots shall be separated from public street right-of-way lines by a
landscaping border not less than ten (10) feet in width.

Parking lots shall be separated from all side and rear property lines by a
landscaping border not less than ten (10) feet in width or by a wall or
fence of at least three (3) feet in height, except along adjoining lot lines
which lie within a shared parking arrangement.

All parking lots shall include well-defined and well-maintained
landscaping areas equal to at least fifteen (15) percent of the total area to
be used for parking, maneuvering, loading, and travelways on site. Uses
that have outdoor display areas shall include those areas for determining
the required landscaping. Only landscaping within the parking lot and/or
within a thirty (30) foot perimeter of the parking lot, exclusive of the
required landscaping border adjacent to public street right-of-ways and
landscaping immediately adjacent (within five (5) feet) to a principal
building/structure, shall be permitted to count towards meeting the fifteen
(15) percent requirement.

(1) Parking Garage Exception. All parking garages, except those
constructed within the B-1, Central Business District, shall
calculate the required landscaping area based upon fifieen (15)
percent of the total floorplate of the parking garage. Trees shall be
planted and maintained on the property adjacent to, and no less
than twenty (20) feet from, public street right-of-ways based upon
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the proportions as specified within 10-3-30.1 (d) (1), (2), 3),
and/or (4), except such proportions shall be calculated using the
public street frontage of the parcel. Parking garages, as specified
herein, are exempt from the requirements set forth in 10-3-30.1 (e),

(. (g), (), and (D).

(d) Trees shall be planted and maintained within landscaping borders adjacent
to public street right-of-ways according to one of the following:
(1) No less than one (1) large deciduous tree planted for every forty

(40) linear feet of parking lot street frontage, or fraction thereof. At
the time of planting, tree sizes shall meet the requirements as
defined in Section 10-3-24 Definitions. Tree locations within the
border are at the discretion of the property owner/developer.

(2) No less than one (1) small/ornamental deciduous tree, planted for

every twenty-five (25) linear feet of parking lot street frontage, or
fraction thereof. At the time of planting, tree sizes shall meet the
requirements as defined in Section 10-3-24 Definitions, Tree
locations within the border are at the discretion of the property
owner/developer.

(3) No less than one (1) evergreen tree may be planted for every

twenty-five (25) linear feet of parking lot street frontage, or
fraction thereof. Evergreen trees shall not exceed fifty (50) percent
of the number trees planted within the border. At the time of
planting, trees shall meet the requirements as defined in Section
10-3-24. Tree locations within the border are at the discretion of
the property owner/developer.

(4) No less than a combination of large and small/ornamental

deciduous and/or evergreen trees proportionate to 10-3-30.1 (d) (1)
(2), and (3). Tree locations within the border are at the discretion
of the property owner/developer.

(¢) Each terminus of a parking bay, unless adjacent to a landscaping border,
shall have a landscaping island. A single row parking bay shall have an
island with a minimum of 140 square feet. A double row parking bay shall
have an island with a minimum of 280 square feet.

(f) Rows of parking spaces shall be divided at intervals of no mote than
twelve (12) parking spaces by a landscaping island of no less than 140
square feet,

(g) Each required landscaping island, as described in 10-3-30.1 {e) and (1),
shall have and maintain at least one (1) large deciduous tree, one (1)
small/ornamental deciduous tree, or one evergreen tree. At the time of
planting, tree sizes shall meet the requirements as defined in Section 10-3-
24 Definitions. The planting of evergreen trees shall not exceed fifty (50)
percent of the number of trees planted in landscaping islands, In addition,
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(h)

M

)

(k)

0

(m)

(n)

at least three (3) deciduous or evergreen shrubs, at least 18 inches tall at
the time of planting, shall be planted and maintained within each required
landscaping island. Landscaping islands that are less than five (5) feet in
width are not required to provide large or small/ornamental deciduous
trees or deciduous or evergreen shrubs.

Parking lots shall have landscaping of at least nine (9) feet in widih for the
entire length of every other intetior parking bay, connecting the
landscaping islands required above. Trees shall be provided at no less than
one (1) large deciduous tree planted for every forty (40) linear feet of
island length, or fraction thereof; no less than one (1) small/ornamental
deciduous tree, planted for every twenty-five (25) linear feet of island
length, or fraction thereof; no less than one (1) evergreen tree planted for
every twenty-five (25) linear feet of island length, or fraction thereof; or
no less than a combination to the above mentioned proportions. The
planting of evergreen trees shall not exceed fifty (50) percent of the
number of trees planted in this landscaping area. At the time of planting,
tree sizes shall meet the requirements as defined in Section 10-3-24
Definitions. Tree locations within this landscaping area are at the
discretion of the property owner/developer. Parking lots with two (2) or
less internal parking bays ate exempt from this requirement.

All areas within the parking lot, not used for parking spaces, travelways,
or pedestrian ways, shall be landscaped.

All landscaping shall be located as to not interfere with the adequate sight
distance standards as specified within the Design and Construction
Standards Manual.

All required landscaping is suggested to be of regional species and planted
in accordance with the International Society of Arboriculture.

Vehicle parking and/or the display of goods in landscaping islands and
borders is prohibited.

Owner(s) and their agent(s), heirs, or assigns shall be responsible for the
installation, preservation and maintenance of all planting and physical
features required to satisfy the conditions of this section, Any dead or
missing vegetation shall be replaced (with like or similar vegetation)
within one (1) calendar year of the vegetation’s death.

Required Planting in Easements: Required trees, and other deep rooted
vegetation, shall not be planted within public water and/or sewer
easements. In particular circumstances where no other area within the
required location can accommodate the required planting, such planting
may be waived by the Zoning Administrator. Required planting in public
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general utility easements shall be coordinated with the Department of
Public Utilities.

Landscaping Plan Submittal: Landscaping information shall be submitted
with a comprehensive site plan and/or, if applicable, with a building
permit, with a plan of the property at an appropriate scale to show
accordance with this section. The plan shall be appropriately labeled and
shall provide the following information:

e The calculation of the required landscaping area as
specified in 10-3-30.1 (c).

o The location, size, and schedule of all proposed
Jandscaping with the dimensions of landscaped areas
indicated. Plant materials may be indicated in generic terms
(i.e. large deciduous tree or small/ornamental deciduous
tree, etc.).

¢ Existing healthy trees or wooded areas, where such trees
are required, may be preserved in lieu of planting new
materials to meet the landscaping requirements. In such
case, the landscaping plan shall indicate the trees and arcas
to be saved.

e Verification that landscaping will not impede sight
distance.

Non-conforming Landscaping: An existing building/use that has parking
lot landscaping that is non-conforming as to the minimum landscaping
requirements of this section may be enlarged; however, required
landscaping shall be provided at least proportionate to any enlargement of
the parking lot. Any enlargement of a parking lot on any property having
an existing landscaping border separating parking spaces from public
street right-of-way lines, which is five (5) feet or larger, shall provide trees
within the border as required by 10-3-30.1 (d).

This ordinance shall be effective from the day of , 2012,
Adopted and approved this day of , 2012,
MAYOR
ATTESTE:

CLERK OF THE COUNCIL
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ORDINANCE AMENDING AND RE-ENACTING SECTION
10-3-56.3
OF THE
CODE OF ORDINANCES
CITY OF HARRISONBURG, VIRGINIA

Be it ordained by the Council of the City of
Harrisonburg, Virginia:
That Section 10-3-56.3 be amended as follows:
Section 10-3-56.3. Uses Permitted By Right,
Add subsection (o) as shown

(o) Parking garages.

The remainder of Section 10-3-56.3 is reaffirmed and reenacted in its entirety,
except as hereby modified.

This ordinance shall be effective from the day of , 2012,
Adopted and approved this day of , 2012.
MAYOR
ATTESTE:

CLERK OF THE COUNCIL
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ORDINANCE AMENDING AND RE-ENACTING SECTION
10-3-57.3
OF THE
CODE OF ORDINANCES
CITY OF HARRISONBURG, VIRGINIA

Be it ordained by the Council of the City of
Harrisonburg, Virginia:
That Section 10-3-57.3 be amended as follows:
Section 10-3-57.3. Uses Permitted By Right.
Add subsection (q) as shown

(q) Parking garages.

The remainder of Section 10-3-57.3 is reaffirmed and reenacted in its entirety,
except as hereby modified.

This ordinance shall be effective from the day of , 2012,
Adopted and approved this day of , 2012,
MAYOR
ATTESTE:

CLERK OF THE COUNCIL
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ORDINANCE AMENDING AND RE-ENACTING SECTION
10-3-58.3
OF THE
CODE OF ORDINANCES
CITY OF HARRISONBURG, VIRGINIA

Be it ordained by the Council of the City of
Harrisonburg, Virginia:
That Section 10-3-58.3 be amended as follows:
Section 10-3-58.3. Uses Permitted By Right,
Add subsection (20) as shown

(20) Parking garages.

The remainder of Section 10-3-58.3 is reaffirmed and reenacted in its entirety,
except as hereby modified.

This ordinance shall be effective from the day of , 2012.
Adopted and approved this day of , 2012,
MAYOR
ATTESTE:

CLERK OF THE COUNCIL
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ORDINANCE AMENDING AND RE-ENACTING SECTION
10-3-84
OF THE
CODE OF ORDINANCES
CITY OF HARRISONBURG, VIRGINIA

Be it ordained by the Council of the City of
Harrisonburg, Virginia:

That Section 10-3-84 be amended as follows:
Section 10-3-84. Uses Permitted By Right

Amend subsection (7) as shown

(7) Publicand-privately-owned Parking lots. and-parking-garages:

The remainder of Section 10-3-84 is reaffirmed and reenacted in its entirety,
except as hereby modified.

This ordinance shall be effective from the day of , 2012,
Adopted and approved this day of , 2012.
MAYOR
ATTESTE:

CLERK OF THE COUNCIL
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ORDINANCE AMENDING AND RE-ENACTING SECTION
10-3-85
OF THE
CODE OF ORDINANCES
CITY OF HARRISONBURG, VIRGINIA

Be it ordained by the Council of the City of
Harrisonburg, Virginia:
That Section 10-3-85 be amended as follows:
Section 10-3-85. Uses Permitted By Special Use Permit.
Add subsection (8) as shown

(8) Parking garages.

The remainder of Section 10-3-85 is reaffirmed and reenacted in its entirety,
except as hereby modified.

This ordinance shall be effective from the day of , 2012,
Adopted and approved this day of , 2012,
MAYOR
ATTESTE:

CLERK OF THE COUNCIL




THE CITY OF HARRISONBURG, VIRGINIA

DESIGN & CONSTRUCTION STANDARD
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NOTES
For all parking tot, parking garage, and other paved area landscaping requirements, reference the
Zoning Ordinonce Section 10-3-30.1.
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2. For definitions of landscaping, landscaping island, vegetation types ond specifications, and others,
reference the Zoning Ordinance Section 10—3-24,
3. Planting locations within required landscaping areas are at the discretion of the property owner/developer.
4. All landscaping shall be located as to not interfere with the adequate sight distance standards as
specified within the Design and Construction Standards Manual.
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NOTES

1. For oll parking lot, parking gorage, and other paved area landscaping requirements, reference the
Zoning Ordinance Section 10-3-30.1.

2. For definitions of landscaping, landscaping island, vegetation types and specifications, and others,
reference the Zoning Ordinance Section 10-3-24,

3.  Planting locations within required landscaping areas are at the discretion of the property owner/developer.

4, Al landscaping shall be located as to not interfere with the adequate sight distance standards os
specified within the Design and Construction Standards Manual.

5.  Only landscaping within the parking lot and/or within a thirty (30) foot perimeter of the parking lot,
exclusive of the required landscaping border adjacent to public street right—of--ways and landscaping
immediately adjocent (within five (5) feet) to a principal building/structure, shall be permitted to count
tawards meeting the fifteen (15) percent regquirement.
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December 2011 Proactive-Zoning Report

For the month of December 2011 the proactive-zoning program targeted the Wyndham
Waoods section of the city. During the proactive inspections a total of two violations were
found. The violations consisted of inoperable vehicles and discarded materials.

4" CYCLE
MONTH SECTOR VIOLATIONS CORRECTED
December 2011 Wyndham Woods 2 n/a
January 2012 Northfield
February 2012 Purcell Park
March 2012 Parkview
April 2012 Northeast
May 2012 Ind./Tech Park
June 2012 Exit 243
July 2012 Fairway Hills
August 2012 Smithland Rd.
September 2012 N. Main St.
October 2012 Liberty St.
November 2012 Westover
December 2012 Garber’s Church
January 2013 Spotswood Acres
February 2013 Jefferson St.
March 2013 Forest Hills/IMU
April 2013 8. Main St.
May 2013 Hillandale
June 2013 Maplehurst/IMU
July 2013 Long Ave/Norwood
Aupust 2013 Greystone
September 2013 Greendale/SE
October 2013 Ramblewood
November 2013 %Tti?g ZSB;I;S
December 2013 Sunset Heights
January 2014 Reherd Acres
February 2014 RT 33 West
March 2014 Chicago Ave
April 2014 Pleasant Hill
May 2014 Avalon Woods
June 2014 Waterman Elementary
July 2014 Keister Elem
August 2014 500-600 S. Main
September 2014 Court Square
Bluestone Hills &
October 2014 Valley Mall
November 2014 Preston Heights

The proactive-zoning program for January 2012 will be directed towards the enforcement of
the Zoning Ordinance in the Northfickt section of the City.




City of THarrisonburg, Wirginia

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

STAFF REPORT
January 11, 2012

Current Zoning Regulations Regarding Telecommunications

The following report describes the City’s current zoning regulations regarding
telecommunications towers and equipment, In brief, three zoning districts—B-1, B-2, and M-1—
allow private, commercial telecommunications structures through by-right permission or by
approval of a special use permit (SUP). Such towers should not be confused with
“communications facilities necessary for public safety purposes” or private amateur radio
antennas.

The Zoning Ordinance does not define “telecommunications” or “telecommunications
equipment;” the term associated with such systems is “communications tower,” and is defined
as:  a structure that is intended fo send andlor receive radio, television and other
felecommunications signals. Tt is interpreted that this definition includes stand alone towers as
well as co-location equipment on buildings and other structures. Nevertheless, the Zoning
Ordinance is not consistent with its use of “communications tower” and sometimes only refers to
“telecommunications,” which staff treats the same as “communications tower” and
“communications facilities.”

Other than its occurrence in Article F. Definitions, “communications tower” is only referenced
three times. First, it occurs within Section 10-3-91, which is the special use permit (SUP) section
of the B-2, General Business District. It is listed as subsection (4), where it states:
Communications tower no more than one hundred twenty-five (125) feet in height. There have
been several such SUPs approved in the past, and in 2011, the City approved two requests for
this SUP. The first was in July for the property at 130 University Boulevard, at the corner of
University Boulevard and Evelyn Byrd Avenue, where Verizon co-located on an existing tower,
which now reaches 79 feet in height. The second request occurred recently in November and was
located at 1106 Reservoir Street, where AT&T will erect a 125-foot tower. As most are aware,
SUPs require public hearings with advertisements in the newspaper, postings of property,
notifications sent to adjacent property owners, Planning Commission review, and a decision by
City Coungcil,

“Communications tower” is next referenced in Section 10-3-96, which is the M-I, General
Industrial District’s uses permitted by-right category, listed as subsection (15). The language is
exactly the same as that within the B-2 SUP section, where the only difference is the use is by-
right and not by SUP. These uses only require administrative approval that could include
comprehensive site plan review and obtaining building, electrical, or mechanical permits. An
example of a property owner that took advantage of this by-right allowance is at 922 South High
Street. This tower is located near Keister Elementary School’s Central Avenue parking lot, but it
is accessible from South High Street, diagonally across the street from the Taste of Tai




restaurant. It was permitted in January 2007 and reaches a height of 120 feet. The City does not
have an easy way to query records to defermine exactly how many towers or co-locations on
these towers have been permitted per this by-right use.

The last section of the Zoning Ordinance where “communications tower” is referenced is within
the SUP category of the M-1, General Industrial District at 10-3-97 (6). The language within that
subsection states: Communications towers more than one hundred twenty-five (125) feel in
height. There have been only two such SUPs reviewed and approved by City Council. The first
was in June 2003, when City Council approved a SUP that granted permission (o Verstandig
Broadecasting to bring their non-conforming, 350-foot towers into conformance with the Zoning
Ordinance. The towers are located near Garbers Church Road and were annexed into the City in
1983. The other SUP was located at 30 Kratzer Avenue, where, in August 2004, Nextel Partners
requested to co-locate communications equipment at the top of the Cargill Turkey Products, LLC
feed tower, which stands at 185 feet in height. Although the SUP was approved, to staff’s
knowledge, Nextel never co-located their equipment on the feed tower.

The B-1, Central Business District also allows telecommunications equipment, however, the
regulations within this district do not refer to the use as “communications tower,” but rather as
“telecommunications equipment and facilities,” which, as a reminder, is not defined by the
Zoning Ordinance. This district allows two different uses related to telecommunications. The
first is within Section 10-3-84 (9), which permits telecommunications equipment and facilities
by-right, provided such equipment and facilities are located in an enclosed structure. This use
was added to the Iist of by-right uses of the B-1 district in 1994 when Shentel wanted to allow
telecommunications equipment in the B-1 zoning district as a principle use in a building where
they had no offices. The amendment was approved and they subsequently located within the
building at 151 South Mason Street. To staff’s knowledge, 151 South Mason Street is the only
property that has this use. Also in B-1, Section 10-3-85 (2) allows telecommunications
equipment and facilities not Jocated in an enclosed structure by SUP. There have been four such
requests and all were approved. The first occurred in December 2003 when Shentel received
approval to locate on the rooftop of the building at 2 South Main Street (the building at the
corner of Court Square and East Market Street). A second permit was approved in July 2005 to
allow Verizon to also co-locate on the same rooftop. Then, in August 2005, Cellone received
approval to locate on the rooftop of 101 North Main Street (also known as Harrison Plaza where
the Police Department, the Fire Department, and the Emergency Communications Center (ECC)
is located). Finally, in October 2006, Alltel received approval to also co-locate on the rooftop of
Harrison Plaza. Since the time of the Harrison Plaza co-location SUPs, there has been an
administrative acceptance of the concept that the City does not have to abide by its own zoning
regulations. '

There has been some confusion regarding the issue of “co-focation.” It should be understood that
any telecommunications company can co-locate on any structure or building in the B-1, B-2, and
M-1 zoning districts so long as they abide by the zoning regulations, which may require SUP
approval, and, if necessary, submit and receive approval of a comprehensive site plan and further
obtain the proper building, electrical, or mechanical permits. It is up to individual property
owners and the interested party to determine if existing structures and buildings have the
physical capacity to allow co-location, and if necessary, these individuals are working in
cooperation with the City’s Building Inspections Division in receiving approval of appropiiate
perits, which may be related to a building’s structural/physical capacity. One example of a co-




location on a building in the B-2 district is on the Holiday Inn structure at 1400 East Market
Street. In 2006, T-Mobile received approval of a SUP and mounted their panels to the side of the
building. The panels are painted the same color as the building and are disguised extremely well.
Although the properties are zoned residentially, co-location is also permitted on the City-owned
public safety tower at Tower Street, the water tank at Tower Street, and at the tower behind
Stone Spring Elementary School.

To be clear, “communications facilities necessary for public safety purposes” are permitted by
SUP in all zoning districts except R-5, R-6, R-7, and MX-U. The use of communication facilities
was added to the Zoning Ordinance in 2005 (prior to the creation of the R-5, R-6, R-7, and MX-
U districts) in preparation of the installation of the public safety towers now located at Tower
Street and near Stone Spring Elementary School. Both properties were granted SUPs in 2005 and
both towers reach 199 feet in height. Per ordinance, these towers may reach 200 feet in height,
and they may also include rental of space to private communication service providers. Private
amateur radio antennas are permitted in all residential districts, including the MX-U district,
when such structures are intended for public service and emergency use. These antennas may
exceed the height otherwise established within the district so long as the height is justified for
proper radio communications. Examples of such antennas would be amateur or ham radio
antennas.,

Staff does not have an inventory of every communications equipment or tower in the City nor do
we know of every structure that may have co-location of telecommunications equipment. With
this, it should be recognized that telecommunications equipment could be Jocated on structures
that may somehow be non-conforming, or they could even be located in an illegal fashion-—
meaning they did not receive appropriate permission or located in a place that, by ordinance,
would not be permitted. We appreciate when property owners/telecommunication providers
contact us regarding location and co-location opportunities; first, so we can ensure they abide by
all governing regulations, but also so we can inform the ECC of the situation to ensure that it
does not disrupt their communications systems.
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Rezonings

Request

Planning Commission
Action

Date

City Council
Action

724 — 740 Grant Street
B-2toR-2
039 ORR 011 003 011

Recommended for approval
(5-0)

01-12-11

Approved

440 South Main Street B-2C
ProfTer Amendiment
026 000 02A 001 011

Recommended for approval
(3-0)

04-13-11

Approved

120 West Wolfe Street
B-1C Proffer Amendment
035 000 004 002 011

Recommended for approval
(7-0)

09-14-11

Approved

Brookside Park 2011
Amendment Submission #2
040 00A 024A 003 011

Recommended for approval
(7-0)

09-14-11

Approved

136/152 W. Elizabeth Street
M-1 to B-1 and B-1C
035 00S 006 003 011

Recommended for approval
(7-0) '

12-14-11

Special Use Permits

Request

Planning Commission
Action

Date

City Council
Action

The Angle (Velocity
Property Group) — Apts. In
R-3 10-3-48.4(6)
084 00B 020 004 011

Continued by applicant at
PC hearing

Recommended for approval
(4-3)

01-12-11

02-09-11

Approved

Cale Property — Fence
Height 10-3-34 (9)
023 00W 002 001 011

Recommended for approval
(7-0)

03-09-11

Approved

231 Sunrise Avenue —
Fence Height 10-3-34 (9)
023 00B 047 003 011

Recommended for approval
(7-0)

05-11-11

Approved

862 North Liberty Street —
Rec. Activity 10-3-97 (10)
040 00N 040 002 011

Recommended for approval
(7-0)

Withdrawn
prior to CC
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130 University Blvd —
Verizon Wireless 125 ft co-
location 10-3-91 (4)

078 00C 001 001 011

Recommended for approval
(5-0)

07-13-11

Approved

120 West Wolfe Street —
repair vehicles 10-3-85 (4)
035 000 004 001 011

Recommended for approval

@)

07-13-11

Approved

VMRC Fence Height
10-3-48.4 (8)
052 00D 009 001 011

Recommended for approval
(5-0)

11-09-11

Approved

1559 Red Oak Street -
Rec. Activity 10-3-97 (10)
056 00G 001 005 011

Recommended for approval
(5-0)

11-09-11

Approved

1106 Reservoir Street
Comm. Tower 10-3-91 (4)
014 00L 000 001 011

Recommended for approval
(3-2)

11-09-11

Approved

Street and Alley Closings

Request

Planning Commission
Action

Date

City Council
Action

Street closing -- intersection
Bruce St. and Old South
High St. (adj. to 25-C-14)

Recommended for approval
(5-0)

07-13-11

Approved

Master Plan Amendments

Request

Planning Commission
Action

Date

City Council
Action

2010 Forest Hills Manor

Recommended for approval
(7-0)

05-11-11

VMRC Woodland
Greenhouses 2011 Master
Plan Amendment

Recommended for approval
(6-0)

06-08-11

Approved
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Request

Planning Commission
Action

Date

City Council
Action

Zoning Ordinance Amend.
10-3-48.6 (b) and (c)

Recommended for approval
(7-0)

02-09-11

Approved

Zoning Ordinance Amend.
fences to exceed height req.
10-3-34, 40, 46, 48 4, 52,
554,564,574

Recommended for approval
(7-0)

03-09-11

Approved

Subdivision Ordinance
Amend, — Sidewalk
Improvement 10-2-61

Recommended for approval
(5-0)

04-13-11

Approved

2011 Comprchensive Plan
Update

Recommended for approval
(5-0)

04-13-11

Approved

Zoning Ordinance Amend.
Application Fee Increases
10-3-118 and 10-3-139 (c)

Recommended for approval
(4-0)

08-10-11

Approved

Zoning Ordinance Amend.
Penalties 10-3-13

Recommended for approval
(4-0)

08-10-11

Approved

Subdivision Ordinance
Amendment — update fees
10-2-23 and 25

Recommended for approval
(7-0)

09-14-11

Approved

Multiple Zoning Ordinance
Amendments with UDA
Grant

Recommended for approval
(7-0)

12-14-11

Multiple Subdivision
Ordinance Amendments
with UDA Grant

Recommended for approval
(7-0)

12-14-11

Other

Reguest

Planning Commission
Action

Date

City Couneil
Action

Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan
Amendment

Recommended for approval
(7-0)

02-09-11

Approved
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Harrisonburg-Rockingham
Chamber of Commerce
Vision 2020

Recommended to support
(5-0)

04-13-11

Approved

Preliminary Plats

Request

Planning Commission
Action

Date

City Council
Action

The Angle (Velocity
Property Group) Foley Rd.
084 00B 020 003 011

Continued by applicant at
PC hearing

Recommended for approval

(6-1)

01-12-11

02-09-11

Approved

Lady Slipper Court (2011
Resubmission)
081-00A 012 001 011

Recommended for approval
(7-0)

05-11-11

Approved

Traber Plat Variance
(Garbers Church Road)
123 000 001 020 010

Recommended for approval
(5-0)

07-13-11

Approved

Resubdivision of Lot 2,
Deyerle Sub., Sect 25
(Litten & Sipe Property)
080 00B 002 001 011

Recommended for approval
(7-0)

09-14-11

MEETINGS AND WORKSESSIONS
(0 Tofal Number of Regular Meetings: 11

Meeting Dates:
January 12, 2011
February 9, 2011
March 9, 2011
April 13,2011
May 11, 2011

July 13, 2011

August 10, 2011
September 14, 2011
November 9, 2011
December 14, 2011

(0 Planning Commission Work Sessions & Other Meetings

Meeting Dates:

January 12, 2011 Comprehensive Plan Worksession

March 23, 2011 Comprehensive Plan Public Input Session
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ZONING ACTIVITIES

Inspection of Zoning Requirements 278
Proactive Zoning Violations 150
Home Occupations Permits Issued 93
Comprehensive Site Plans Reviewed 60
Sign Permits Issued 104
Building Permits Reviewed 438

SUMMARY OF THE BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS (BZA) ACTIVITY

The Board of Zoning Appeals heard seven cases in 2011. Five were setback variance
requests and two were appeals of an administrative decision. All five variance requests
were granted, while one appeal was granted in favor of the applicant and the other was

withdrawn.

PROACTIVE ZONING ENFORCEMENT

Sector Date Violations Cited
Reherd Acres January 2011 9
RT 33 West February 2011 6
Chicago Avenue March 2011 29
Pleasant Hili Aprii 2011 17
Avalon Woods May 2011 11
Waterman Elementary June 2011 18
Keister Elementary July 2011 8
500-600 South Main Street August 2011 16
Court Square September 2011 2
Bluestone Hills & Vailey Mail October 2011 31
Preston Heights November 2011 1
Wyndham Woods December 2011 2




MINOR SUBDIVISIONS

Request Case Number Staff Date Deed
Action Book/Page

CR)LE:ld'I;él Lotts Sub. (Smithland | 54 504 008 001011 | Approved | 01-10-11 | 3842/427

H. Kirk Hardy Subdivision 008 00G 006 001 010 | Approved | 10-05-11 3942/412

EMU Property Line Vacation 052 00A 036 001010 | Approved | 01-10-11 3823/197

Re-div. of fot 3 Spotswood 065 00A 008 001 010 | Approved | 02-23-11 | 3842/403

Est. Sub. )

ot 179 Harmony s Section | e300 012001011 | Approved | 01-28-11 | 3835/667

Lot Line Vac. Corner of Myrtle N

& Kelley (HRHA) 034 00D 023 001 011 | Approved | 03-04-11 3846/647

Division of Lot 6, Fanny e

Lupton Addition 040 00V 006 001 011 | Approved | 04-06-11 3859/679

Conrad Reherd Add. Lot Line | o5 005 918002011 | Approved | 04-05-11 | 3861/116

Vac. (Keller)

Lot Line Vac. Fairview

Addition (Kuethe) 011 OOE 012 001 011 | Approved | 04-05-11 3859/654

Christian Student Union Lot 1,5 401 005 001011 | Approved | 04-06-11 | 3875/50

Line Vac.

Pike Mennonite Church

Property Line Vacation 107 DOB 001 001 011 | Approved | 07-22-11 3913/618

Division of Lot A, Spotswood | 59008 001 001 011 | Approved | 06-29-11 | 3897/499

Acres Subdivision

Block 4, Conrad-Reherd 49

Addition (Howdyshell) 023 00B 047 004 011 | Approved | 07-12-11 3902/633

Plat of Block 8, Fairview 4.

Addition, Lots 14 & 15 011 00N 014 002 011 | Approved | 07-11-11 39027281

§.C. Good Sub. Lot Line 040 00A 014 004 011 | Approved | 08-15-11 |  3917/1

Vacations Lots 14-18




Lot Line Vac. Between Lots

29 & 39 (C.H. Heltzel Add.) 041 0OF 020 001 011 | Approved | 09-28-11 3939/279

Consolidation of Lots 4, 5, 6, e

& 7 Wise's Addition 039 00Z 006 002 011 | Approved | 10-17-11 3977/203

Lots 67 & 68 of the Conrad-

Reherd Addition (Giovanetti) 023 00D 067 005 011 | Approved | 10-13-11 3946/738
FINAL PLATS

Request Case Number Staff Date Peed

Action Book/Page

?Ef‘;;esm Townes, Section | 00004 004003010 | Approved | 05-24-11 | 3881/392

ggﬁlf'esm“ Townes, Section | ;00 00p 005002011 | Approved | 07-26-11 | 3907/245

Lady Slipper Court 081 00A 012002011 | Approved | 09-21-11 3935/694

Resub. Of Lot 2, Deyerle Sub. | 00 00002003011 | Approved | 10-07-11 | 3944/733

Section 25 (Litten & Sipe)




